This review focuses on how Latinos report their race. This is an area that has recently experienced a major surge of interest in both government and academic circles. This review of the literature examines how and why Latinos report their race on the census, in surveys and in more qualitative studies. It reviews the vibrant and growing scholarly literature relevant to the questions of the placement -by self or others -of Latinos along the US color line, what determines it and how the Census has coped and is coping with it. We begin with a brief review of the history of Latino classification in the census and then discuss the factors influencing racial reporting. These include national origin and skin color, acculturation and generational status, socioeconomic status, perceived discrimination and identification with others who have experienced actual discrimination, location, and question format. We end with a discussion of the implications of the recent 2010 Alternative Questionnaire Experiment conducted by the census, and conclude with suggestions for future research.
was introduced and Latinos were redefined as an ethnic group that can ''be of any race'' (Rodriguez 2000) .
When the Hispanic identifier was introduced in the 1980 census, 58 percent of Latinos indicated ''White'' and, much to the surprise of the Census, 38 percent selected ''other race'' in the race question (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1980). (See Table 1 ) In the previous decade, 93 percent of Latinos were counted as ''White,'' in a census sample and just one percent reported as ''other race'' (Rodriguez 2000) . This difference in racial reporting was due in large part to changes in how the Census collected data on race and ethnicity; the 1970 Census was based primarily on observer classification as determined by the census enumerator, while the 1980 Census relied solely on self-identification by household members (Bennett 2000) . Prior to the 1980 Census, Lee (1993) notes that Latinos who selected ''other race'' and wrote in a Latino referent were reassigned to a listed racial category (usually ''White'') by the enumerator based on appearance. However, it is unclear to what extent this happened consistently and in all field offices, as this practice was not in the fieldwork manual. After the 1980 Census results were released, the Census considered getting rid of the Hispanic origin question and making Latinos a race. However, the idea was soon dropped after strong objection from Latino constituent groups (Delgado 1986 ).
In the 1990 Census, the proportion of Latinos reporting ''White'' decreased from 58 to 52 percent and those marking ''other race'' increased from 38 to 43 percent. During the 1990s, the ''Multiracial movement'' challenged and sought change in the Census classification system. At the time, the Census only permitted respondents to check one category in the race question, a format that leaders of the movement saw as problematic for people with multiracial ancestry. With mounting pressure from the Multiracial movement for a ''multiracial'' category to be added to the race question, the Census commissioned three large national studies to test its effect and other changes to the racial and ethnic classification format. Among the other changes proposed was one to combine the race and Hispanic origin questions again. (Rodriguez 2000) . We understand that a primary driver for considering a combined Hispanic ⁄ Race combined item following the 1980 Census was the need to reduce the cost of follow up interviews. When overall findings from the studies indicated that a ''combined format'' resulted in a lower count of Latinos, the proposal was abandoned. Instead, the Census switched the order of the race and Hispanic origin questions, after studies revealed that the Hispanic origin question preceding the race question yielded lower ''other race'' responses from Latinos (Ibid). As in the previous two decades, the Latino results from the 2000 Census were the same; 42 percent of Latinos marked ''some other race'' and proceeded to write in a Hispanic origin (Grieco and Cassidy 2001) . Even the newly implemented measure of allowing respondents to mark more than one racial category, did not reduce the number of Latinos selecting ''some other race'' as the Census had hoped. With ''some other race'' as one of the largest and fastest growing racial categories in the United States, a new proposal emerged. Rather than combining race and Hispanic origin questions, the Census proposed to eliminate the ''some other race'' category from the race question altogether for the 2010 Census (Rodriguez 2009 ). In the end, Congressman Jose E. Serrano (D-NY) opposed the removal of the ''some other race'' category and conditioned funds based upon the retention of the category (Swarns 2004a,b) . While the 2010 Census retained the ''some other race'' category, the Census did add new instructions informing respondents, ''For this Census, Hispanic origins are not races'' (Humes et al. 2011) . Despite the additional instruction, 37 percent of Latinos reported ''some other race'' in the 2010 Census.
In 2010, the Census Bureau also revisited the process of classifying racial and ethnic groups with the 2010 Census Race and Hispanic Origin Alternative Questionnaire Experiment (AQE) (Compton et al. 2012) . Sampling over 500,000 households -one of the largest studies ever taken by the Census -the 2010 AQE tested various questionnaire item designs and wording formats through mailed questionnaires, telephone interviews, re-interviews, and focus groups. Of the many series of questionnaire designs tested, several involved the use of a combined race and Hispanic origin question format refashioned as a ''race or origin'' question. The goal of the study was to improve the quality of data collection on race and ethnicity, namely decreasing the item non-response rate and the number of ''some other race'' responses. According to the Census Bureau, results from the study revealed an improvement in item response rate with the ''combined question'' formats. In other words, more people actually answered the question in the combined question panels than in the separate race and Hispanic origin question panels For purposes of this review, only the findings related to the Hispanic ⁄ Latino population are covered. Item non-response was about 1 percent in the ''combined question'' panels, while the item non-response rate in the separate Hispanic origin and race question panels ranged from 4.1 to 5.4 percent and 3.5 to 5.7 percent, respectively (Compton et al. 2012) .
However, a question that some raise has to do with how valid and reliable such responses are, i.e., would the same respondents choose the same category if placed within a different context, e.g., applying for a job or a mortgage. Also, does checking Hispanic ⁄ Latino indicate that the person can be identified as such by others?
In addition, in terms of the ''some other race'' responses, the Census Bureau reported a dramatic decrease in the people choosing this category in the combined question panels relative to the ''separate question'' formats (Compton et al. 2012) . In the separate question formats, the population reporting ''some other race'' ranged from 5.6 to 7.1 percent. On the other hand, with ''Hispanic'' as an option in the combined question panels, the ''some other race'' response dropped to about 0.2 percent. Equally important, the Census Bureau found no significant difference in the Latino count between the separate and combined question formats (Compton et al. 2012) . However, when compared to the separate question formats, less detailed Hispanic origins were recorded in some of the combined question panels. Based on these major findings, the Census Bureau made several recommendations for implementations in the 2020 Census, including further testing of the combined race and Hispanic origin question refinements (Compton et al. 2012) .
These findings lend further support to the complexity of classifying and identifying Latinos, a group whose pre-migration sociocultural and political experience on discourses related to ''race'' and ''ethnicity'' significantly differs from those they experience in the host country (Nakano Glenn 2009). Not surprisingly, a vibrant and growing scholarly literature has been examining the placement -by self or others -of Latinos along the US color line, what determines it and how the Census is coping with it.
Factors influencing racial reporting in the census and some other race (SOR)
The way in which Latinos have answered race questions on the census and in surveys has been enigmatic for many. Puzzling, in particular, has been the large proportion of Hispanic ⁄ Latinos who choose SOR -despite changes in the census discouraging such responses (Rodriguez 2009 ). The proportion of Latinos choosing SOR has varied over the last four decennial censuses, being 37. Table 1 ) In contrast, in each of these last four decennial censuses the proportion of the non-Hispanic population that chose SOR was <2 percent. (Ibid.) Several explanations initially surfaced to account for the large proportion of Latinos who reported themselves as ''SOR'' in the race question (Rodriguez 2000) . Initially it was thought by some observers that Latinos chose SOR because they were ''mixed race'' or multiracial. Given that many Latinos can trace their ancestry to multiple origins (e.g., Indigenous, African, European, etc.), it was believed that those who checked off ''other'' were in fact ''mestizos'' or ''mulattos.'' However, with the option to mark more than one race in the 2000 Census, only 6.3 percent of Latinos did so. Moreover, this ''mark one or more'' option did not substantially reduce the number of SOR responses by Latinos in 2000; fully 47 percent of Latinos indicated SOR, alone or in combination with another race (Logan 2004) . Another early explanation was the assumption that Latinos misunderstood or had difficulty answering the race question (Rodriguez 2000) . Misunderstanding of the question undoubtedly accounted for some SOR responses, though doubtful for all responses. While other explanations argued the large number of SOR responses resulted from the ''denial of race'' on the part of Latinos and the reluctance to report as Black or Indian, but not much research has been done on this (See, however, Itzigsohn et al. 2005; Rodriguez and Cordero-Guzman 1992) .
A subsequent view suggested that many Latino SOR responses stemmed from Latinos having a different understanding of race (Rodriguez 2000) . Past studies indicated that the concept of ''race'' for Latinos was not solely based on hypodescent or blood quantum (as is the case in the United States) but also involved other variables such as class, culture, appearance, education, national origin, or a combination of these and skin color (Rodriguez 1992; Rodriguez et al. 1991) . Due to different racial formations in Spanish-speaking America and the Caribbean, Latino immigrants may bring with them a frame of reference that is different than the one generally used in the United States (Duany 1998; Rodriguez 2000) . In essence, To Be or Not To Be 393 the color lines may shift somewhat as Latinos move from one context where race has been constructed in a particular way to another perhaps-geographic context.
Similarly, Roth (2012) argues that migrants bring particular racial schemas to the places to which they migrate and that as Latinos migrate to the United States, they may encounter and acquire new ''racial schemas.'' At the same time, these immigrants can reinterpret these new schemas, blending them with old concepts or infusing them with new meaning. In today's global world, racial schemas are also exported back to immigrants' countries of origin, impacting the racial schemas existent in these countries. How Latino immigrants use racial schemas, and the variants that they create, may also influence US racial formations. Even as the Census Bureau considers changes to the current racial and ethnic classification format, racial schemas in the United States may very well be changing, reflected in part in the continued prevalence of SOR reporting by Latinos. (See Bonilla-Silva 2002; Forman et al. 2002; Vargas-Ramos 2012) Over the years, there has been a growing body of research examining how Latinos respond to survey forms asking about their race and what particular factors are associated with their racial reporting (Campbell and Rogalin 2006; Ennis et al. 2011; Frank et al. 2010; Gallagher 2008; Golash-Boza and Darity 2008; Hirschman et al. 2000; Hitlin et al. 2007; Itzigsohn et al. 2005; Landale and Oropesa 2002; Lee and Tafoya 2006; Logan 2004; Michael and Timberlake 2008; Newby and Dowling 2007; Ortiz and Telles 2012; Rodriguez 1992 Rodriguez , 2000 Rodriguez and Cordero-Guzman 1992; Rodriguez et al. 1991; Roth 2010; Rumbaut 2009; Saenz 2004; Stokes-Brown 2012a,b; Tafoya 2003 Tafoya , 2004 Taylor et al. 2012; Vaquera and Kao 2006; Vargas-Ramos 2012) . This large and growing body of research examines the question of how Latinos classify themselves along various axes of the identity matrix. Some of the factors examined include national origin, skin color, nativity and generational status, language, socioeconomic status, perceived discrimination and commonality, and location. The presence of the interviewer (Choldin 1986 ) and different question formats, including question order, listed racial categories, response mode, and question instruction have also been found to be related to how Latinos racially report themselves (Martin 2002; Martin et al. 1990 ). What follows is a brief review of this research.
National origin and skin color
Studies demonstrate significant variation in Latino racial reporting by national origin. In the 2010 Census, for instance, Cubans were the most likely to report being ''White'' while Dominicans were the most likely to indicate ''Black'' or ''two or more races'' (Ennis et al. 2011 ). Salvadorans and Guatemalans had the highest proportion of ''some other race'' responses, and just over half of Mexicans and Puerto Ricans reported themselves as ''White.'' These national origin differences among Latinos persisted, even after controlling for other factors that might influence racial reporting (Golash-Boza and Darity 2008; Michael and Timberlake 2008; Stokes-Brown 2012a,b; Vaquera and Kao 2006) . As would be expected, skin color also affects how Latinos respond to the race question, where lighter skin increases the likelihood of a ''White'' identification and decreases the odds of reporting ''Black'' or ''other'' Michael and Timberlake 2008; Stokes-Brown 2012a,b) .
Acculturation and generational status
Researchers have also investigated whether measures of acculturation and generational status are related to how Latinos respond to the race question. The results of these studies have been mixed. Descriptive results suggest that both acculturation and longer exposure to the United States lower the selection of the ''some other race'' category and increase selections of traditional US racial categories (Lee and Tafoya 2006; Rodriguez 2000; Tafoya 2003 Tafoya , 2004 and see Rumbaut 2009 for the exception). However, findings from multivariate analysis are less consistent. While some scholars find that nativity and generational status are negatively associated with ''other race'' reporting and positively related to ''White'' responses (Stokes-Brown 2012a,b; Vaquera and Kao 2006), others report that longer duration in the United States decreases ''White'' identification and increases the odds of opting out of traditional categories in the race question and choosing SOR Michael and Timberlake 2008) . Furthermore, still others have found that bilingual and English dominant Latinos are more likely to provide ''some other race'' responses as compared to those who are Spanish dominant GolashBoza and Darity 2008; Michael and Timberlake 2008; Stokes-Brown 2012a,b) .
Socioeconomic status
Social class plays an important role in racial identification in Latin America (Rodriguez 2000; Wade 1997 ). Some argue that socioeconomic status can sometimes trump skin color in so far as dark-skinned Latinos can become ''White'' with upward mobility, though others maintain that only people who are racially ambiguous can experience ''social whitening'' (Telles 2004 ). There has been some support for the social whitening thesis among Latinos in the United States, whereby higher educational and income attainment is associated with reporting ''White'' in the race question (Stokes-Brown 2012a,b; Tafoya 2004) or with a White phenotype or color (Allen et al. 2000; Murguia and Telles 1996; Telles and Murguia 1990, 1992) . On the other hand, findings in Golash-Boza and Darity (2008) are mixed and other studies show that socioeconomic status is unrelated to Latinos experiencing social whitening Michael and Timberlake 2008) . In fact, Michael and Timberlake (2008) report that higher family income decreases the propensity for Latinos to report being ''White, '' and Itzigsohn and colleagues (2005) point out that lower occupational status is associated with ''White'' identification for Dominican immigrants.
Perceived discrimination and commonality
Discrimination, whether experienced or perceived, appears to significantly impact Latino racial reporting. Studies find that Latinos who experienced or perceived discrimination are less likely to indicate being ''White'' and more likely to mark ''Black'' or ''other'' in the race question (Golash-Boza and Darity 2008; Itzigsohn et al. 2005 ; Stokes-Brown 2012a,b). Golash-Boza and Darity (2008) posit that these differences in racial reporting point to Latino experiences with ''racialized assimilation,'' such that skin color shapes their experience in the United States and possible encounters with discrimination. Findings by Stokes-Brown (2012a,b) corroborate this assertion; Latinos who experienced discrimination because of their skin color were more likely to select ''Black'' or ''some other race'' in the race question. In addition to discrimination, perceived commonality or linked fate with Blacks or Whites can also influence the ways in which Latinos racially report themselves. Stokes-Brown (2012a,b) notes that Latinos who perceive commonality with Blacks are more likely to report being ''some other race,'' whereas those who find commonality with whites are more likely to identify as ''White.'' (Itzigsohn et al. 2005; Ortiz and Telles 2012; Rumbaut 2009 ). For instance, Ortiz and Telles (2012) find that Mexicans in San Antonio are significantly less likely than Mexicans in Los Angeles to report ''some other race,'' net of other variables. Lastly, at the regional level, Frank et al. (2010) report that Latinos in the South are more likely than those in the Southwest to select traditional racial categories and less likely to indicate ''some other race.'' These scholars attribute these patterns to differences in the social, political, and cultural milieu in which Latinos live.
Question format
In addition to the above factors, studies show that question order, listed racial categories, response mode, and question instruction all influence Latino racial reporting. Surveys have found that Latinos are less likely to report ''other race'' when the Hispanic origin question precedes the race question (Hirschman et al. 2000; Rodriguez 2000) . Hitlin et al. (2007) find that Latinos gravitate towards the ''White'' category when the ''other race'' category is not listed as an option. Moreover, the authors find that Latinos are more likely to indicate ''White'' and less likely to skip the race question in an interviewer-assisted survey as opposed to a self-administered survey. There is also evidence suggesting that question instruction can influence racial responses from Latinos (Martin 2002; Martin et al. 1990) . One example of how question format can influence Latino responses can be seen in Table 2 Census (Humes et al. 2011 ). This shift in racial reporting among Latinos could be attributed in part to the addition of a sentence instructing respondents not to report ''Hispanic origins'' as races.
The 2010 AQE and the Combined Race ⁄ Hispanic Origin Question Format With the recent announcement of the 2010 AQE findings, the Census Bureau is considering making changes to the current racial and ethnic classification format. One of the changes recommended by the Census Bureau includes combining the race and Hispanic origin questions. So instead of one question asking whether or not the respondent is Hispanic and a second question asking about their race, the ''Hispanic ⁄ Latino'' category would be placed in the same question as the one asking for respondent's ''race.'' The decision to combine the two questions may be complicated by the fact there are multiple constituencies that rely on these data, each with different goals and therefore, different criteria for choosing the ''best'' question format (Campbell and Rogalin 2006) . For instance, the combined question format could raise questions for constituent groups concerned with Latino undercounts. Previous studies have found that the ''combined format'' led to lower counts of Latinos (Campbell and Rogalin 2006) . Moreover, research continues to document considerable inequality by Latinos' reported race in terms of education (Logan 2004; Rodriguez 1990; Tafoya 2004) , earnings and income (Cotton, 1993; Rodriguez 1990 Rodriguez , 1991 Rodriguez et al. 2012) , housing (Denton and Massey 1989; Iceland and Nelson 2008; Logan 2004; Rosenbaum 1996) , health (Borrell and Crawford 2006; Borrell and Rodriguez 2010; LaVeist et al., 2011) , and political engagement (Basler 2008; Masuoka 2008; Stokes-Brown 2006 , 2012b . According to Hernández (2012) , combining race and Hispanic origin questions would result in the inability to capture these racial differences within Hispanic ⁄ Latino groups -even if respondents are allowed to choose more than one race category, for many Latinos do not want to acknowledge racial mixture. There are also some concerns raised by Black organizations and scholars that the combined question is a conceptual change moving the Black race to an ethnicity (African American).
Combined race ⁄ ethnicity format
At the same time, however, many Latinos opt out of traditional categories in the race question by selecting ''some other race'' and writing in a Latino referent, (e.g., their nationality). Furthermore, due to the profound racialization of Latinos in the United States (See Cobas et al. 2009 ), some suggest that ''Latino'' is emerging as a ''racial'' category (Rumbaut 2009 ). As a result, a number of researchers are calling for the use of a combined race ⁄ ethnicity format (Allen et al. 2011; Haney Lopez 2005; Hitlin et al. 2007 ; Lee and Tafoya 2006; Pimentel and Balzhiser 2012) . Given that Latinos constitute the largest minority group, political stakes are high in terms of how Latinos should be counted and what classification format should be used. As such, those concerned with primary identification may advocate the combined format, while those interested in maximizing the Latino count (and subsequently the group's political power) may call for the separate race and ethnicity design. Finally, those focused on racial differences within the Latino community may resist the combined race ⁄ ethnicity question, as it would yield far less ''racial'' data (Campbell and Rogalin 2006) . (Humes et al. 2011) .
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Conclusions and future directions in research
Racial reporting and national origin differences
The generic ''Hispanic'' census category overshadows the growing heterogeneity characterizing the Latino ⁄ -a population in the United States. As noted above, a key feature of this diversity pertains to the group's racial identification and reporting on various surveys, including those administered by the Census. As Table 1 indicates, the 2010 Census revealed that 53 percent of Latinos identify as White, which represents about a 5 percent drop from 58 percent in 1980 (Humes et al. 2011; Logan 2004) . Moreover, despite a decline in 2010 due to wording changes, nearly four out of ten Latinos identified as ''some other race'' (Ennis et al. 2011) . In addition, the increasing diversity in national origin of the Latino population is also evident from a recent survey on Hispanic identity.
Here the majority of respondents identified with their family's country of origin instead of the broad generic ''Latino'' category. Furthermore most (51 percent) respondents identified as ''some other race'' (Taylor et al. 2012) . As in the case of the Asian American group, which is also extremely heterogeneous with regard to national origin, future research needs to acknowledge this diversity and be cognizant of the differences, as well as the commonalities among groups.
Multiple measure of race to study Latinos
Several studies demonstrate that how Latinos racially report themselves does not always correspond with how they are racially classified by others (Campbell and Troyer 2007; Itzigsohn et al. 2005; Rodriguez and Cordero-Guzman 1992; Roth 2010) .). In a study of Dominican immigrants, Itzigsohn et al. (2005) find that the majority of their Dominican respondents do not identify in ''Black'' and ''White'' terms. However, when asked about their beliefs concerning how they are perceived in the United States, the modal response is ''Black.'' Called ''perceptual dissonance'' (Rodriguez 2000) , these differences in self-identification and observer classification (actual or perceived) carry important implications when studying population groups, including Latinos (Jones et al. 2008; Roth 2010) . Depending on the measure of race used, different conclusions can be made about racial inequality (Saperstein 2012) . Future studies on Latinos and race should incorporate, where possible, multiple measures of race including self-reports and observer classification. This may be more possible in qualitative studies (Roth 2012 ), but survey researchers may want to consider using more than one question to ask about Latino race, e.g., they may want to ask how Latinos classify themselves racially, as well as how Latinos think others classify them racially. Or, they may want to ask a question on ancestry or birthplace.
Racial identity of the offspring of Latino intermarriage
Since 1970, Latino intermarriage has been on the rise in the United States (Lee and Edmonston 2005) . While rates of Latinos married to non-Latinos have remained fairly steady and relatively high over the years, Latino ⁄ non-Latino White couples account for over 40 percent of all interracial ⁄ interethnic marriages among ''newlyweds'' (Passel et al. 2010) . With increases in Latino intermarriage, the number of children living in Latino ⁄ -non-Latino households has also increased (Lee and Edmonston 2005) . Indeed, in California, ''part-Latinos'' make up more than two-thirds of multiracial ⁄ multiethnic births (Tafoya 2002) . Previous studies have examined the ''ethnic'' identity of people of partial Latino ancestry (Jimenez 2004; Lee and Edmonston 2005, 2006; Qian 2004) . However, research has only begun to fully investigate the ''racial'' identity of part-Latinos (See Herman and Castilla 2010; Lee and Bean 2007, 2010; Romo 2011) . In most studies the children of intermarried couples have their race ⁄ ethnicity decided by their parents. An important issue that will arise in the near future is how these children will respond when they choose their race ⁄ ethnicity. This has not been fully studied. Future research should consider the racial identity experience of this growing population as well as how they, too, report themselves in survey forms asking about their race.
Race within families
It is now fairly common knowledge that many Latino families have a wide spectrum of physical types. There is reference in the literature to the fact that how one was, or is, viewed within one's family, e.g., as either the lightest one or the darkest one, influences the way in which Latinos view themselves and report their race. Yet, there is not much research examining Latino race reporting within families. It is often difficult to interview all the members of one family and so this type of quantitative or qualitative data is often difficult to come by. However, it is important to do research along this line as it should provide insights into how and why Latinos report their race in the way that they do. This research should also include longitudinal studies of Latino racial identity, so as to measure change over time, if any. As we have seen, Hispanic racial identification is influenced by a host of factors. National origin, socioeconomic status, acculturation levels, family ⁄ household characteristics, metropolitan ⁄ neighborhood context, and experience with discrimination are all associated with differences in racial identification (Campbell and Rogalin 2006) . Insofar as racial categories are socially constructed and contingent upon the socioeconomic, political and cultural contexts that give rise to such categories, the aforementioned factors, coupled with the growing Latino population size, will most likely continue to drive scholars to redefine and re-evaluate the discourse on issues pertaining to Hispanic ⁄ Latino identity.
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